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The c^oncqpf of Inherency Is on Important issue in 
contemporary academic debat<^. The j-equlrement than an affirm- 
atiy team present an Inherent need (or -Inherent advantages) 
has become nearly universal. Inherency has been discussed 
with respect to such issues as presumption/ repairs and topicality. 
The- way inherency is argued af f ects" theNjeye-lo^ment of many . 
plan attq^cks. The problem of inherency has ^Iso contributed 
to the development of isnny of the new affirmative strategies, 
as well as t<f the development of new affirmative cases. 
Clearly, inhLency is an issue that warrants serious study. 
' . Despite theN^mportance of inherency, there has been little 
attention paid to the rationale behind the concept. Often, both 
theorists and practitioners of debate -merely assume that a case, 
must be inherent, and ncVer explain why this is so. "Textbooks, 

for example, rarely provide an' explanation for why inherency 

/ ' ■ 

should be an important issue. Pruet"t observed! - ^ -^^^ 

■ In examining the concept of inherency, it is surprising 
^hafautho?! of debate texirrsUnd so little time dist^ussing 
the meaning of the term. Most tre&t inherepcy as a major 
issue without describing what ft entails or t^o e-xplain ^ 
what a person must do to make it a functional argument. 

^ — — : "v- 
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The failure to' Justify Inherency extends beyond the 

textbooks on debate and Into the debate rounds t^iemselves» 

Participants In debate assume that Inherency Is an Issue that 

must be won by the affirmative, but never justify this assumption 

Tbe formulation of a precise justification for Inherency Is » • , 

rarely made in. debate rounds. Jones and Flegle point outi 

We have not adequately discussed and debated the 
underlying theories, rationales, eDc. within our 
own system. This becomes an acute problem when teams 
differ greatly on the assumptions Incorporated Into 
,thelr positions without discussing the values (or 
impact) of their ar.sumptions In the ddbate.-^ 

The result of both of these trends is that Inherency", or at 

least vtHe Justification for inherency has been sadly neglected 

by the debate community. As Zarfefsky arguedi 

If the past few ye'ars are any indication, < inherency 
.will become amoung the most neglected theoretical 
concepts, and there will be adverse consequences for 
the rationality of the argumentative process.^ 

This- paper will attempt to partially fill this void by reviewing 

the literature on i'nherency, and critically discussing the 

various justifications that have been advanced for why 

inherency should be an issue in debate. Six Justifications 

have been offered for inherency t the need to identify the 

cause of the problem; the need to overcome presumption; the \^ 

need to demonstrate that the problem isolated a permanent 

nature; the need to locate the link between the advantage and , 

the topical por\fons of the nf f irmative^lan; the nee^ to • \ 

balance the ^affirmative plnn*s ndvantnges^against the advantages 

of other policy systems; and the psychological effect of 

inherency. 



CAUSy>LITY ■ • ■ 

One purpose ot_U)i»nrt^cy is to demonstrate that the cause 
of the problem the affirmative isolates (or the advantages v 
they claim) is accurately described. This dlmention of 
inherency is sometimes separated from inherency and discussed 
as an independent ' concept The prbponents • of this position 
suggest that only be demonstrating t;iat the cause of a problem 
ia-^inked to the present system can the affirmative team 
guarantee that its plan ■ will\solve the problem. As Zarefsky-, 

argues » * 

... if -one were to\change the policy only to find 
that he had not mitigated the reasons /for the problem/, 
his labor would not only go for naught but ml^ht also 
risk the Introduction of pgoblems and -complications 
^ ..not previously envisioned. 

The implications of this justification of inherency is that - 
an affirmative team can meet this burden of inherency in any 
one of several ways, as lo'ng as the affirmative plan does npt 
have the s^e problem as the'^cyirrent system. , The emphasis of 
this type of inherency just if tcatJlo^ should be on the s,61vency 
of the affirir.ati've plan. Doyle argues. . "I'll go alqiig with ' 
any concept of -inherency If you can show me how you^ case 
avoids t-h:^^same - pit-fa^s.." /"''% 



There have betjn two major attacks oK thia >ust|Lf i6at ion 
^^f^r i^Jh^rency . The first attack argu^^hat / in a world bf. ^ 
/ multiple,.causes/it is almost impo^i^e to' demonstrate that 

the only'^c^juse for a problem is th^trucHre that t^ve af|:i-rftat 
alters. To rdqui re the _am-Tmat ive 'to/prove that oni/one 
' structure is thc\eause of the problem places an un/easonable 
burden of^-b^wi af f i\mat ivej * > • , 



■-. ^i. there is no Justification for indicting the 
• ■ af¥irmative for failure to completely disprove the 

po'^slbility of multiple causes. It is virtually • \ 
Impossible to show that faults could be corrected 
arid/or advantages- gained if and> only if the present ^ 
system is abolished. - ... 

Brock, Ches-ebro, Cragan and Klumpp s.uggest that one of the " 
results of the multi-causality of problems has been a shift, 
In the meaning of Inherency! 

In a world of multi- and feedback causation where 
traditional inherency can be difficult, if not 
impossible, to establish, the focus of inherency has 
• shifted from conditions to policy. Today one asks 
If the characteristics of present circumstances are 
such that present policies cannot madify thpm adequately 

The implication of this concept is that the use of inherency 

as being req-iired to demonstrate ^causality ^s not as strong 

nov; as it was formerly. ' , . - ^' 

The second indictment of the' causality -justification 
for inherency is that it is not always necessary to isolate 
the caused- a problem .in order^to solve* the problem. "Marsh^^ 



gives the. example of hay fever, where medical scl^nte does 
not have 1^o know the cause of the illness to eliminate the 
symptoms. Kewmanll gives the fexample of foreign aidv We 
may not know why a program fai|ls, or why it creates animosi'ty, 
as>long as we know th^t by eliminating the program., certain 
benefits come abouf, no/ isolation of the causes must be shown. 
Kruger argues,, howevj^, that the risks to /solving a problem 
withoi^t knowing t^ie cause are greriti 

Failure to get at the root ^ a use .in order to eliminate ' 
• an undtjsirable effect is generally unsatisfactory for 
two reasons! 1. treatment of .an intermediate cause 
. ... is usually temporary; in the case of the bad 
tooth, the receptor'is only temporarily immobilize' 
by the drug; thus the effect (pain) recurs interr" 
entlyj 2, damagA is' still being done by the ^ 



• -5- : 

By allowing the real cause to continue unchecked, the end. 

result may be an even greater harm tha(i the harm that was. 
' first noticed by the affirmative. The es'sence of the proponents 
, of this justification for Inherency Is that a case must locat§ 

the cause of a problem before the specific method of attacking 

the problem should be chosen. 

PRESUMPTION 

The second justification for Inherency suggests that there 

is a presumption In favor of the current system, and If a problem 

<^can be solved -with existing programs, 'those programs should be . , 

used, rather than creating new programs. The concept of presumption 

goes back to Richard -Vhately. In 1828, he suggested thatt 

There Is a presumption In favour of every existing 
^ " Institution. . . . the "burden of proo'f" lies with 

him. who proposes an alteration; simply, on the ground 

that slrjce change is not a good In- Itsplf, he who 

demands 'a change should show cause- for It .-^--^ ^ 

The conccijt ,of presumption vzas used ns early os 1917 by debate 

tjieoreticians,-'-^ ans many writers suggested that the negative 

n^y just .d^ih>|xcl existing Institutions' due to the 'presumption 

;%'hic/i belongs to the present systemj 

, / " There is the position vrhich says, 'yes, there ar© 
/ some things wrong with .the status quo, but they „do 

■ not call^or a basic change, they can be repaied by, 
these minor changefe . . ' This is a very realistic 
position, and capitalizeo on the presumpfionj most 
• people admit that the world is not perfect and could 

stand' a few changes, even though it is basically sound. 

Inherenpy vrould l^eqvire the' affirmative team to' demonstrate 

. that the probjem thoy Isoiate caxinot be solved , with the existing 

/•structures. This is probably ^the most prevalant view of • ^ 

inherency amoung practitioners of advocacy. 



' / There are some who dtsagr^o with the plaoii^.of presumption - 
with the present system. ■ Marsh 'argues th^tt 

' ■ 'since presumptions are ' liferent lal rather than factual, > 
* since they - al-e -arbitrary rather than demonstrable., 

sttch concluslotisXshould be debated and not merely ^ . 

assumed. '. . 

^arefsky suggests that the concept of presumption .Is needed to 
determine who Initiates, the controversy, to set oUt the 

17 

responsibilities of Jrhe advocates, and to settle a tie. . He . • 
argues that the presumption In a- rouM should not be In- favor 
of the present system, but rather should be against the rGscjlutloJi 
as 'Is the case In testing 'a hypothesis. Ttie presuinpt Ion. for 
the prbsent system, according to 2arefsky., Is arbitrary, and 
there Is much evidence to suggest that there Is an equal. If not 
greater presumption in favor, of change. viewing debate as , 
the testing of a hypothesis -(and thus placing presumption as ■ 
being agalnsfthe, resolution) would allow-for a mo-re i^atlonal 

19 ■ ' . ■ 

placement of presumption. . . . , , 

Kruger argues, however,- that there are 'legit Imate- reasons 
for presumption to-be with the present systemj . ' 

The- first 'circumstance which favors the retention of 

the status quo Is the status quo' s degree ., of Of fectiveness . 

The second circumstance which favors '|he 

retention of the status quo Is that m^ov chaf\ges entail 
consequences which the advocate of change,, or the 

" affirmative, can«nly speculate ..about or predict, 

whereas' consgquences upder the slatus quo arf known or 
'verlfrable. / . 

The pre^um~pt Ion lies with the known, as opposed 'to the uhknow^. 
Unger takes a th'lrd course, by susrcestlng that presuniptlon lies 
with the system that entails the least risk 'of the unkno^^, 'i'.e . , 
/the system that we know the most about. This 'could -be, either 
the current system or the plan of hie affirmative, .depending . 



upon. the specifics of eaqh.^^. The common denominator of all 

of thes.e theories is'that thc^negative can alter curreht programs 

and. if the alteration produces the affirmative ^dvantag^^ win 

• *■ 

the debate. Before the affirmative can overcome presumption, 
the affirmative 'must demonstrate that its case , is inherent. The " ^ 
key tb'this justification of inherency is that the negative tekm / 
is "given leeway in what it can advocate, while s=till mainaining 
presuraptloHt ^ . . - 

The third justification for inherency is permanence. This 

sch-Dol,.of inherency argues tha$. inherency .is needed to demonstrate 

that the .problem the affir^ive isolates* is likely to continue ^ 

in the future. Inherency "explains why the S.Q. /status quo/ ' 

cannot solve -the problem tomorrow. "^^ Only be demonstrating- 

an inherent need can the affirmative pi-ove a continuing advantage. 

, . . the affirmative must show that the present 

system is beset with various inherent evils • 

It must be shown that the alleged evils are inherent 

wi*hin the present system, not temporary not Incidental. . 

/\n inherent condition^ then, is one that is likely to- continue 

in X\\(i future. . « . - * 

Ttie j.ustif icatibn of permanence'is most often reis-ed in 

_ - * ' • ^ 

the discussion'of attitudinal" inTierency.^ Judges often require 

an aff irm-ative team that, suggests that attitudes are the cause" 

. of a problem fb''' demonstrate that the attitudes will be permanent. 

Kamiah requires that c;f J.rsnt ives show "the attitude's are' not ^ 

likely to change. "2^ Kil\r accepts attitudinal inherency if- 

"the affirmative, demonstrates probability and a rationale for 

'continued maintenance of attitudes , "^^ and Gilchrist suggestst^ 



At tltudlnal inherency should have some structural - 
'basis which leads to the conclusion tHat the attitude 
is inherent; likely to jJersist, -and resistant to- 
fchange. The ability of Industries to withhold inform-- 
aticvi and ix^fluence decisions of reguJ.atory' agenc3,.es 
is an example of a structural basis for attitudes. 

This school. of thought would argue that only if a problem is - 
likely to persist over a long period of time should the 
structure be altered. Inherency helps establish the. permanence 
of the problem. 



tgmcSlity. ■* 

Most Judges require that the advantage of any affirmative 
case comes, from' the resolut ion, ' not from non-topical planks * 
•of the affirmative plant *" . ■ • 

p . . T a , comparative advantage case meets all -the • 
/ requirements of inherency by" showing that £}I1 its 
♦ advantages flow from the eliminat ion .of the present 

sy stem, not from extraneous factors.^' ' .. 

i^ccordins to proponants of ihis theory .of. inherency, inherency ' 
nllows the debaters to isolate rthose< parts (3f the 'plan that are 
unique to the resolution and^those ports of the plan that are 
non-topical, and to determine -which section of the plan, crejjtes 
the advantage,^ 

V. 

What is* retired, for a determination of 'inherency* 
is to deci/e I'fhat is the essence of the present . 
. ' system, whether that essence must be changed to r 

' — " ■ achievgyxhe goals of the p^^oposal. ^ 

For example, if the only barrier facing current programs Is that 

they are not adequately funded, then the affirmative advantage 

comes from increased funding,' not the resolution, y^gain, if the 

advantage coneq from the pe"3?^nnan, In^ the affirmativ^ plan, then 

it^S 'arguable that the advantage v;ould flow from a non^resolut ional 

portion of the plan, and thus- would be extra-topical. tJoodman 



off'ors an exception to this last example i if the affirmative • 

can systematically insure better personnel, then the advantage 

would not. be extr.atopical, since it would coifie from the ' - 

29 

sitructure that selects personnel, not the personnel per se. 



Inherency thus involves "Whethier the failure of the policy is 
related to the>^ticular phase of the status quo which the 
debate resoluition\oposes. to change. "3° The topicality ;)ust if i'cat ion 
of inherency stresses which' part of the plan produces the" advantage. 

BifuNCING 

The fifth Just l,fi cat ion for inherency is the balancing . 
Justification.- This position is'held, to nne degree or another, 
by most Judges who View themselves as/policy makers.; This 

V 

viow-eeos debate as the weighing of- two or more competing " _ . 

'systaras. ' Iri^erency attacks are used to . minimize .the \ffirmative 

-a-dvantagev^The negative team would argue that, if tl^^'^j^lrm- 

otive edv^age- can be gained through a .superior .al^^^^ate 

policy, that phoi^-Should be made. The emph^^-Is Is' on using' 

minor repairs of the present system to create^ desirable 

alternative to the affirmative p!taru \ 

The negative may argue alterna-|;ively that repa-irs of. 
the present system or a counterpl«n of some form will 
gain the advantages of the affirmative policy optio.n , - 
with additional advantages (or without the Sccoliipahying ■ 
•disadvantages). The negative may hot clearly and 
1 corauletely outline a policy option embodied in their 
inh'erency/xaniquene^s arguments . . . but modifications 
of the present ' system are introduced and defended, 



* in the- negative position /and/ compose the policy option! 

The emphasis of this Justification is the comparison between 
a * ■ ! ' 

the negative position, and the affirmative plan. ' ti^herency is 



iO 



* * '-10- 

^' ' i + «-p\«fl- current programs in a non-resplut ional 
seen as a method of altering currexi<. f-^u© 

ejnner ■ In order to • oroato a policy .that • Is superior to the ' " ' . 
affirmative plan. . Inherency flbws' from the. comparison of . ' 
the two systems. ' ■ . ' 



*6 



PSYCH0L0GIC/\L TOpL / . /^^--'^ 

Reflecting ort^ the wide range !of . views -on inherency, ^ 

as'well as.^e failure of many authors to give any rationale 
for the concept, the sixth view of Inherency suggests that 
the concept of inherency has developed A^to an abstract term 
that has. little releyanco outside t'he debate world. Sanders • 
observes that.. "In mlny' cases;. If you accepted the negatlVe ' 
interpretation oV Inherphcy. It would be Impossible fgr the 
affirnat^tQ win a degt>."32 'This school arg^^e^that Inherency 
ha^^^e'so. vasue;:^^fiibl'guous that its'' main value Is^lts - 
ambiguity I 

-- ^"^"i3%?rrh:srie?«:?.°?L'rrrrn?ihrfuiupie . 

■ • . f !:2"?o?te S"h?cSa"g; dep nd !'ss 'on arsuSentl and 
• • .The word itgelf .develops argumentative value. 

'effect, of this 'Is hat inherency t^^Ms to simplify tHe 
arguments l^sed in" a round. The ^.se -of 'inherency in any ' ^ 
given round may have little relationship to the logical basis 
for the argument. 3^ Debate be'c^s a-^game. and one of the 
rules of the* game- is that inherency must be establlshoc^, 
" v;hether or not there is a logical reason for that requirement. 



^ This view of-'inhcrency views this trend as bein^ an. 
undesirable one. When dabatgrs are unaware of the rationale, 
for Inherency, however, it is inevitable.' ,Only when Judfes 
force debaters to go beyond the mere mentioning ,of th6 word 
" j,nherency'\ and require that they also present the reasons 
why the specific case being debated must be inherent in .terms 
of causality, presumption, permanenpe, topicality, or/ 
balanc-ing will this final use of inherency be eliminated. 
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